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Abstract	  
This thesis investigates and compares conceptions or visions of “wilderness.” To 
illustrate the differences, four different socio-cultural groups in Southern Bahia, Brazil in 
contrast to Northern Colorado were studied.  A total of 80 people were surveyed and 
interviewed, 40 in Brazil and 40 in Colorado with 10 people from each socio-cultural 
group: university professors, university students, environmentalists, and family farmers.  
The objective of this research was to achieve a greater understanding of their perspectives 
on the human-nature relationship and the implications of these perceptions for 
environmental understanding and action.  Through the compilation and analysis of the 
data, it is concluded that Northern (United States) and Southern (Brazil) Environmentalist 
distinctions begin to dissolve while similarities emerge between parallel socio-cultural 
groups.  Brazilian farmers and a few United States professors and environmentalists were 
against preservation areas where no humans are allowed.  These individuals did not 
separate humans from nature and also believed in the rights of native people to continue 
to live on their land. Some people separated humans and nature placing nature as more 
important because they often have positive definitions of “wilderness” contrasted to 
negative ones of “civilization.”  Certain individuals placed humans above nature, 
especially the U.S. farmers and a few students in Brazil and the U.S.  Many individuals 
believed that humans and nature are the same thing.  Most people agreed that education 
and cultural changes were needed to improve the human-nature relationship and these 
improvements should be made.  The intention is that discoveries in this topic can be used 
to improve environmental management methods in both countries, specifically related to 
national parks in Brazil. 	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Preface	  Research	  in	  Brazil	  was	  conducted	  in	  Southern	  Bahia,	  more	  specifically,	  Itacaré,	  Serra	  Grande,	  Barrocão	  and	  Universidade	  Estadual	  de	  Santa	  Cruz	  in	  Ilhéus.	  	  The	  Undergraduate	  Research	  Opportunities	  Program	  at	  CU	  provided	  the	  funding	  to	  make	  my	  research	  in	  Brazil	  possible	  through	  the	  Global	  Inquiry	  Program	  with	  director	  Colleen	  Scanlan	  Lyons.	  	  Research	  in	  the	  United	  States	  was	  conducted	  in	  Northern	  Colorado,	  mostly	  in	  Boulder	  area	  including	  the	  University	  of	  Colorado	  and	  the	  Boulder	  Farmer’s	  Market.	  	  A	  special	  thanks	  to	  the	  numerous	  people	  that	  let	  me	  survey	  and	  interview	  them.	  	  Several	  persons	  have	  contributed	  logistically,	  academically,	  and	  mentally	  with	  support	  to	  this	  undergraduate	  thesis.	  	  My	  research	  in	  Brazil	  could	  not	  have	  been	  possible	  without	  the	  help	  of	  Instituto	  Floresta	  Viva,	  specifically	  Professor	  Jorge	  Chiapetti	  and	  Wilsa	  Mendoca	  in	  connecting	  me	  to	  the	  kind	  people	  of	  Brazil	  at	  UESC	  and	  Barrocão.	  	  My	  research	  analysis	  would	  not	  have	  been	  possible	  without	  the	  time	  and	  assistance	  of	  Kelsey	  Cody	  helping	  me	  talk	  through	  ideas	  and	  organizing	  my	  data.	  	  I	  am	  grateful	  to	  my	  advisors	  who	  have	  helped	  and	  guided	  me	  throughout	  this	  process.	  	  Thank	  you	  Marcelo	  Schincariol	  for	  being	  my	  steadfast	  mentor	  and	  supporter.	  	  Thank	  you	  Dale	  Miller	  for	  pushing	  me	  to	  write	  a	  thesis.	  	  Thank	  you	  Colleen	  Scanlan	  Lyons	  for	  your	  mentorship	  and	  sharing	  Itacaré	  with	  me.	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Introduction	  
The purpose of my research is to answer the questions, “How do conceptions of 
‘wilderness’ differ for different socio-cultural groups in Southern Bahia, Brazil and 
Northern Colorado? What are the implications of these differences?”  With these specific 
questions, I hope to better explore Southern Environmentalism1 perspectives in general 
and compare them to the Northern Environmentalist views in the United States.  I want to 
see if differences in how people define “wilderness” are a result of Northern and 
Southern cultural distinctions or disparities based on their socio-cultural group.  The four 
socio-cultural groups focused on were: university professors, university students, 
environmentalists, and family farmers.  This thesis outlines my discoveries by first giving 
context and background information on the topic and then analyzing charts I compiled 
from survey responses.  Results from these charts are further explored through responses 
and quotations from the personal interviews.  In the end, conclusions and 
recommendations are made for further investigation on the topic. 
It is important to note, the term “wilderness” has no direct translation in the 
Portuguese language.  Comparable words include “mata” and “floresta” but these words 
are specifically defined by forest.  Diegues, in Os Saberes Tradicionais e a 
Biodiversidade no Brasil, uses “natureza selvagem” meaning “wild nature” in English; 
however, the word “selvagem” can have a negative connotation in Brazil while 
“wilderness” in the U.S.A. is often viewed more positively.  Therefore, for the purposes 
of my research I chose to eliminate “selvagem” and use the term “natureza” which 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Southern environmentalism refers to indigenous and developing countries perspectives where the motto is “no nature 
without social justice” while Northern Environmentalism refers to more developed countries like the U.S.  that tend to 
idealize nature and are described by the motto “no humanity without nature” (Dryzek & Schlosberg, 1998). 	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translates to “nature.”  These subtle distinctions in language indicate a difference in 
environmental culture within the United States versus Brazil, or more broadly, Northern 
Environmentalism versus Southern Environmentalism. In the North, where “wilderness” 
if often idealized, the term “wilderness” has positive connotations of pristine natural 
environments, while in Brazil where nature has been less subdued, the analogous term 
“selvagem” maintains an aura of the dangerous realities of nature (such as attacks by wild 
animals or unforgiving natural disasters).  
 Exploration of Northern and Southern Environmentalism perspectives is 
necessary for understanding environmental thought and action because culture is strongly 
tied into these constructions.  I used both a survey and a personal interview to collect data 
(see appendix for original questions and photocopies of responses).  For the survey, 
people classified the level of acceptability of different actions on a scale of 1 to 10.  For 
the interview, participants were asked general open-ended questions about their 
background, how they define different terms, and their perspective on human-nature 
relationships. 
Through the Brazil Global Inquiry summer program and Undergraduate Research 
Opportunities Program through CU, I went to Southern Bahia from June to July of 2014 
with Dr. Colleen Scanlan Lyons as my project supervisor to conduct the first half of my 
research.  In Brazil, I surveyed and interviewed 40 people: 10 university professors from 
Universidade Estadual de Santa Cruz (UESC), 10 university students from UESC, 10 
environmentalists from Floresta Viva and other non-governmental environmental 
organizations, and 10 family farmers from Barrocão (a small rural agricultural 
community outside of Serra Grande, Bahia).  All of my interviews of university 
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professors and students took place at UESC in the city of Ilhéus, all of my farmer 
interviews took place in Barrocão, and the majority of my environmentalist interviews 
took place in the town Serra Grande aside from one interview in the town of Itacaré.  
 Following my summer in Brazil, I conducted 40 surveys and interviews, as 
concurrent as possible to the ones conducted in Bahia, in Colorado.  I took into 
consideration gender, area of study, and profession when paralleling participants.  I 
surveyed and interviewed 10 university professors from the University of Colorado at 
Boulder (CU), 10 university students from CU, 10 environmentalists from Boulder Open 
Space and other organizations, and 10 family farmers from the Boulder City Farmer’s 
Market.  
I chose university professors, university students, environmentalists, and family 
farmers as the socio-cultural groups to investigate because these four groups were 
accessible to me and more importantly have great potential to make impacts on 
environmental change in their prospective regions. University students, in general, 
represent a population that is both young and educated.  All the students interviewed 
were pursuing a college education and discovering their future life goals, thus a very 
potentially impactful part of the younger generation.  I focused on students with majors 
related to science (biology, agronomy, environmental studies) because these individuals 
are most likely to pursue a career with an environmental focus.  I chose university 
professors because they often have a large impact on the student base and I was curious if 
there was a distinction in perspectives of wilderness between professors and students.  
Environmentalists were defined as individuals employed (by the city or a non-
governmental organization) on environmental issues (conservation, land use, 
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sustainability, etc.).  Environmentalists were an important group because they are the face 
of environmentalism as they are the most widely known to the general public as 
environmental advocates.  Lastly, family farmers have less of a voice in academic circles 
but typically spend the greatest amount of time in comparison to the other groups outside 
and interacting with nature on a daily basis.  This group was important in seeing how a 
livelihood dependent on nature’s fluxes affects views of wilderness. 
 My research is relevant because the nature-human relationship affects everyone.  
Environmental problems are multifaceted and cannot be solved by technical advances 
and policy alone, but also depend upon social change.  Local conceptions of wilderness 
and how nature is defined are important in solving problems related to human and nature 
interactions.  How one views nature and its value completely affects the interactions and 
beliefs associated with nature.  Northern donors often fund Southern environmental 
projects and the concept of national parks and the issues and benefits that arise with them 
are a result of Northern, specifically United States, influence (Nock, 1979).  Many 
countries look to the U.S. as a model for more progressive and advanced methods, 
however, unlike the United States, Brazil still has many native and indigenous 
populations living in natural areas that the government or NGOs would like to take aside 
for preservation or conservation.  The largest issues arise regarding conflicts between 
culture and conservation in which entities are trying to move traditional communities 
from the land they have lived for generations and generations, such as in the community 
of Barrocão, where I worked in Southern Bahia, Brazil.  
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Background 
Each individual views wilderness through his or her experiences and exposure to 
different types of environments (Askham, 1975).  The concept of wilderness has 
developed over time in the United States as it transitioned from being an unknown and 
feared entity to an idealized and valued one.  Similar views in the United States, Finland, 
and New Zealand contend that wilderness is defined as an untouched land area 
(Hallikainen, 1994).  The distinction then becomes if an area of land is still considered 
wilderness if it was developed by indigenous populations versus being developed 
industrially (Spence, 1999).  
There also exists a separation of a socially constructed wilderness as a state of 
mind and a politically constructed wilderness as an area for land management.  It is 
argued that the popular definition influences this political definition of wilderness when 
formations people develop of wilderness as an amorphous concept that is pristine and 
untouched begin to make people expect and desire wilderness areas to meet this degree of 
untouched nature.  The first political recognition of wilderness in the United States came 
with the Wilderness Act of 1964 that defines wilderness as “an area where the earth and 
its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does 
not remain” (Wilderness Act).  This act made wilderness a management classification 
and thus also recognized its value, which no previous policy had achieved.  The most 
similar policy in Brazil to this Act is the Código Florestal (Forest Code).  This code, 
created in 1934 by Getúlio Vargas, put limits on the rights of property for the purpose of 
conservation and protecting natural areas (Ab’Saber, 2010).  However, in contrast to the 
Wilderness Act, this code is fluid and continues to be re-voted on as political 
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administrations change.  These changes are very contentious and make the enforcement 
of this code difficult as it continues to be revised (Soares-Filho, 2014).  In the last 30 
years, Brazil has experienced a major advance in conservation action with quickly 
growing conservation awareness since the early 70's in the proliferation of parks and 
reserves (Reeves, 2009).  In the late 1930s, the first national parks of Brazil were created 
such as Itatiaia in 1937 and Iguaçu Serra dos Órgãos and Sete Quedas in 1939. 
 Academic experts like McDonald have adopted the Wilderness Act perspective of 
wilderness as a place people can go but should not stay (McDonald, 2001).  The 
dichotomy of wilderness can be seen in two ways.  First, in how it is defined as both a 
physical entity and in popular terms and second, in how, despite being a part of 
civilization, it is viewed as a separate entity.  Perceiving nature to be a separate entity 
from humans can be problematic in two main ways: There is less incentive to protect it 
because it is seen as a tool for humans rather than part of a joined ecosystem.  Or, in the 
case of this research, seeing nature as a separate entity results in the idealization and 
protection of nature through national parks that exclude all human inhabitants.   
 Distinctions between Northern and Southern Environmentalism take basis in how 
the north idealizes and separates wilderness from humans while the south views more of 
a connection between humans and wilderness and also is more concerned about social 
justice.  Northern Environmentalism is characterized by the motto “no humanity without 
nature” (Dryzek & Schlosberg, 1998).  This demonstrates an idealization of wilderness 
rooted in the separation of humans and wilderness as it states that humans cannot survive 
without the separate entity of nature.  The North has traditionally viewed wilderness as 
something separate, only to be accessed for resource development and brief visits 
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(Johnson, 1999).  Wilderness is idealized as something pristine, untouched, and solitary 
because it is not part of the human world and untainted by human interaction.   
Southern environmentalists, rather than concentrating on the preservation of 
nature, focus on the equal rights and treatment of all people concerning the environment 
and its resources.  Southern cultures also often see a more unified interaction of nature 
and humans. In Brazil, there exists socioambientalismo (social-environmentalism), a 
branch off of environmentalism, founded on the belief that social and environmental 
factors are intricately connected (Santilli, 2005). For example, there exist cases where 
environmentalists in Brazil are seen as new-colonialists because they are turning areas of 
land into national parks and farmers that rely on the plants and animals in these areas for 
sustenance accuse them of wrongfully privileging plants before people (Scanlan Lyons, 
2010).  In this case and others, human survival comes before environmental sustainability 
concerns.  Environmentalism can be seen as a privileged perspective of the North where 
prioritizing protecting the environment can come first because all basic needs such as 
food and shelter have been surpassed.  Furthermore, the less infrastructure a country has, 
typically the more interactions people have with nature on a day-to-day basis.  The wild 
and dangerous characteristics of nature remain more prevalent as seen previously in how 
“selvagem” maintains these unpredictable and threatening associations.   
The beauty of Brazil’s nature can be seen in its incredibly bio-diverse landscape 
that becomes threatened with the country’s rising global economic presence.  The 
juxtaposition of the nation’s economic and environmental strength leads to a variety of 
human-nature conflicts, which provide an ideal location for research into the human-
nature relationship.  As part of the BRICS (an acronym that refers to the five select 
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developing countries: Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa) that are believed to 
have promising emerging markets and economies2), Brazil is experiencing considerable 
development of industry and infrastructure, especially with the recent World Cup of 2014 
and World Olympics planned for 2016.  However, at the same time, Brazil is one of the 
richest countries in diversity of both vegetation and people.  Southern Bahia is in fact a 
“hot point” within a “biodiversity hot spot”3 because of its North Atlantic Forest.  
Although generally less well-known than the Amazon Rainforest, the North Atlantic 
Forest contains more biodiversity and environmental fragmentation and is therefore an 
even more sensitive area to these new economic developments (Instituto de Pesquisas 
Ecológicas).  Unfortunately, the destruction of the North Atlantic Forest began at the 
beginning of the XVI century and present day less than 8% of the forest exists (Reeves, 
2009).   
Colorado, though not as bio-diverse as Bahia, has a large amount of opportunity 
and passion for outdoor activity especially because of the Rocky Mountains.  Boulder, 
more specifically, has the foothills, Estes Park, and several wilderness areas nearby such 
as Indian Peaks.  These state parks were founded up to 150 years ago and wilderness 
areas were created around fifty years ago.  The high degree of environmental 
consciousness and appreciation in Boulder makes it an ideal place to further investigate 
why people care about nature and how they understand what “wilderness” is.   
The holistic view of nature that includes both plants and people is lost with the 
North American model of parks without inhabitants.  These parks are often established 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 According to businessdictionary.com together these countries make up 40% of the world's population and were 
forecasted by Goldman Sachs in 2001 to become leaders of global growth, output, and development by 2050. 
3 A region that contains at least 1,500 endemic (only found in a particular area) species of vascular plants, and has lost 
at least 70 percent of its original habitat <www.conservation.org>. 	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for aesthetic reasons and tourism rather than for the protection of biodiversity (Diegues, 
2000). This model has become increasingly popular in Brazil and preservationist 
ecologists, the proponents of national parks without people, emerged in the sixties.  They 
believe that nature should be preserved regardless of the contribution that it can bring to 
humans (Diegues, 2000).  Disparities in the ways people value nature and believe 
environmental conservation should be achieved affect perspectives of the validity of 
national parks.  An exploration into the different ways cultures and groups view nature 
and their relationship with nature is necessary to better understand and consider different 
perspectives in creating effective environmental management plans and policies. 
	  
Methods	  
 I used a mixed methods approach combining the breadth of surveys with the 
depth of interviews.  Using two different primary research methods allows for a more 
accurate and full collection of data.  Through the survey I was able to collect quantitative 
data that I could translate into graphs with visual representations of tendencies.  The 
interview was used to further explore these perspectives of participants by allowing them 
to respond to questions with much more than just a numerical value.  This method gave 
quantitative data to deeper explore individual and group perspectives because participants 
described the reasons behind their beliefs.  My data includes 80 survey and interview 
responses from the four categories of people I have chosen as my primary subjects: 
university professors, university students, environmentalists, and family farmers from 
Southern Bahia, Brazil and Northern Colorado.  
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I was able to connect with people in Bahia through relationships Dr. Scanlan 
Lyons and Floresta Viva had built.  Jorge Chiapetti and Wilsa Mendonça from Floresta 
Viva served as my mentors for my time in Brazil.  Chiapetti is also a professor of Biology 
at the State University of Santa Cruz (UESC) in Itabuna, Bahia and introduced me to the 
professors and students I interviewed as well as helped me talk through my project.  Most 
of the professors and students I interviewed were in fields related to biology and most 
were undergraduate males.  Mendonça also served as a community spokesperson for 
Barrocão and brought me to the community to talk and live with some of the family 
farmers.  She accompanied me to walk around the community going to different houses 
and introducing me and then facilitating the interview.  The environmentalists were the 
most spread out group because most of them worked with Floresta Viva or I went to 
different offices or homes to talk with people whom Professor Chiapetti or Dr. Scanlan 
Lyons knew.   
Interviews and surveys were easier to conduct in Colorado because I had my own 
contacts there.  For the university students I didn’t interview anyone I knew personally 
because I wanted to keep the data non-biased and consistent.  I asked friends in 
Environmental Studies, Biology and Engineering to ask their contacts and classmates.  I 
tried my best to parallel the majors, level of education, and gender of the participants.  
For the professors, I used individuals I had taken classes with and Vivo, CU’s search 
engine for faculty based on interests. I interviewed all the family farmers at the City of 
Boulder’s Famers Market through four different weekends when I went to the market to 
meet farmers and conduct surveys and interviews.  The category of environmentalists 
again was spread out because people worked in different offices and organizations. 
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Boulder Open Space was the most similar organization I could find that related to 
Floresta Viva, especially in relation to land management.  Floresta Viva is active in the 
Serra do Conduru State Park, a national park that is creating conflict between the NGO 
and the community of Barrocão located a few miles from the park’s borders.  
Comparably, Boulder Open Spaces manages large amounts of land and rents it to 
farmers. I wanted to better investigate the cultural differences in the effectiveness of 
management plans for both countries.  
I gave participants the survey to fill out first before beginning the open-ended 
interview questions.  During my data collection I quickly learned it was easier to do both 
the interview and survey at the same time and eventually I asked the survey questions 
orally so that participants could explain their answers or I could ask follow-up questions 
during the process.  The survey and interview process typically took between 20 minutes- 
1 hour depending on how much the person wanted to talk or add to the conversation and 
the amount of follow-up questions I had.  My ability to speak Portuguese greatly helped 
in facilitating interactions in Brazil and overcoming the language barrier.  I recorded all 
of my interviews in Brazil on a voice-recorder so that I could listen to them later to better 
understand material I didn’t get right away if the participant spoke too fast or was 
difficult to understand.  
The survey asked participants to rank the level of acceptability of different actions 
on a Likert Scale (1 to 10), 1 being the least acceptable and 10 being the most acceptable.  
The acceptability of cutting trees for different end goals and hunting, fishing and farming 
in different areas was explored along with the acceptability of creating nature 
conservation areas restricted from humans.  After surveying in Bahia and looking through 
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the data I had gathered, additional questions were brought up in my head.  Therefore, for 
my Colorado interviews I added two additional follow-up questions: The acceptabitliy of 
hunting/fishing for food and the acceptabiltiy of preservations areas where no humans are 
allowed if native populations have to be displaced in the process. 
Following the survey was an open-ended interview with a list of nine base 
questions.  These questions were tweaked to improve them once again in Colorado and 
more significantly, a completely different set of interview questions were used for the 
farmers in Barrocão.  Following my interviews with students and professors at UESC, I 
began my first farmer interview and realized that the questions had been created and 
formatted in a very academic specifc and urban setting which did not make sense to the 
people in Barrocão.  One of my first questions, “how do you define nature” stumped the 
farmes because it was like asking someone who has lived in a city their entire life “how 
do you define a city.”  They simply could not separate it from their everyday 
environment.  Therefore, I re-constructed a list of interview questions more relevant to 
the community that asked about their family life, difficulties living in Barrocão, largest 
needs, etc. (see appendix figure 3).   
Questions I added for my Colorado interviews to further explore topics included: 
asking what feelings and attitudes people had for “wilderness” and “civilization” along 
with if people grew up in nature.  I also began asking what people defined as “nature” 
when they answered the question, “How often are you in nature?”  
The question, “What problems do you have related to nature?”, was interpreted 
differently by each person. Originally, it was asked to see if farmers had different views 
of wilderness because the negatives of nature are more prevalent to their every day life as 
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the unpredicatability of nature in relation to weather can greatly affect their crops and 
livelihood.  I predicted that people not as integrated in nature would have fewer problems 
caused by nature so they would idealize it more.  In the end, several people answered that 
their greatest problem related to nature was that they weren’t in it enough while others 
talked about small inconveniences such as the snow, mosquitos, or hot days. 
I chose to compile the survey question results into visual charts to better see and 
compare responses.  I separated the charts into one for Brazil and one for the U.S. to 
make it easier to visualize the data.  I described tendencies from the charts in captions 
and summarized these captions at the top of each page below the particular survey 
question.  Later I explored a few common themes that arose from the charts, discussing 
possible reasons for the differences and similarities I noticed.  For the interview portion, I 
made a table of significant quotes corresponding to each interview question and separated 
them into each socio-cultural group category and country.  Below this table I discussed 
and analyzed common themes that arose from the interview responses. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   15	  
Results	  	  
Survey	  	  
Q1:	  To	  what	  extent	  is	  it	  acceptable	  (10)	  or	  unacceptable	  (1)	  to	  cut	  trees	  to	  
build	  roads?	  	  In	  the	  United	  States,	  people	  tended	  to	  rank	  this	  action	  in	  the	  middle	  (4-­‐6	  range),	  often	  with	  a	  middle	  ground	  of	  5.	  	  More	  people	  in	  Brazil,	  except	  for	  students,	  believed	  this	  action	  was	  unacceptable.	  	  Environmentalists	  in	  both	  countries	  tended	  to	  think	  cutting	  trees	  to	  build	  roads	  was	  less	  acceptable	  compared	  to	  other	  groups.	  
	  
	  
Graph	  1.	  Environmentalists	  rate	  unacceptable	  (none	  higher	  than	  6,	  highest	  say	  1;	  farmers	  are	  
split	  on	  high	  ends	  of	  unacceptable	  and	  acceptable	  (leaning	  towards	  unacceptable);	  mode	  for	  
students	  is	  acceptable	  (7).	  	  
	  
Graph	  2.	  Environmentalists	  mostly	  against	  (more	  than	  half	  gave	  1-­‐2	  rating);	  students,	  
professors	  and	  farmers	  in	  lower	  middle	  range	  of	  unacceptable	  (4-­‐6);	  half	  farmers	  say	  5	  
(slightly	  unacceptable),	  a	  couple	  rated	  very	  acceptable.	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Q2:	  To	  what	  extent	  is	  it	  acceptable	  to	  cut	  trees	  to	  build	  trails	  for	  tourism?	  	  The	  action	  of	  cutting	  trees	  to	  build	  trails	  for	  tourism	  is	  more	  acceptable	  in	  Brazil	  than	  in	  the	  United	  States.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
Graph	  3.	  One	  farmer	  and	  one	  student	  thought	  was	  very	  unacceptable;	  farmers	  mostly	  more	  on	  
acceptable	  end;	  most	  groups	  thought	  was	  acceptable	  (8,9);	  student	  group	  most	  variable.	  	  
	  
Graph	  4.	  Mode	  of	  environmentalists	  is	  4,	  one	  environmentalist	  on	  extreme	  unacceptable	  end	  
while	  another	  enviromentalist	  on	  extreme	  acceptable	  end;	  ratings	  spread	  out,	  more	  left	  
(unacceptable)	  than	  Brazil	  responses;	  students	  peak	  at	  6	  (slightly	  acceptable).	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Q3:	  To	  what	  extent	  is	  it	  acceptable	  to	  cut	  trees	  to	  build	  houses?	  	  Brazil	  interviewees,	  except	  for	  farmers	  who	  thought	  it	  was	  very	  acceptable,	  felt	  that	  cutting	  trees	  to	  build	  houses	  was	  very	  unacceptable	  while	  in	  the	  U.S.	  it	  was	  slightly	  unacceptable.	  	  
	  
	  
	  
Graph	  5.	  Less	  acceptable	  (many	  1s)	  for	  students,	  farmers,	  environmentalsts;	  students	  peak	  at	  
4	  (slightly	  unacceptable;	  half	  farmers	  say	  acceptable.	  
	  
	  
Graph	  6.	  Majority	  of	  responses	  in	  4-­‐5	  range;	  half	  of	  farmers	  say	  slightly	  unacceptable	  (5);	  
other	  groups	  very	  spread	  out	  with	  slight	  tendnecy	  of	  less	  acceptable.	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Q4:	  To	  what	  extent	  is	  it	  acceptable	  to	  cut	  trees	  for	  agriculture?	  
	  Cutting	  trees	  for	  agriculture	  was	  more	  unanimously	  unacceptable	  in	  Brazil,	  with	  some	  farmers	  believing	  it	  to	  be	  more	  acceptable.	  	  The	  acceptability	  is	  split	  on	  the	  low	  or	  high	  end	  with	  few	  people	  in	  the	  middle	  range.	  	  In	  the	  U.S.	  the	  level	  of	  acceptability	  was	  very	  variable	  in	  each	  group.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
Graph	  7.	  Many	  professors	  said	  very	  unacceptable;	  environmentalsits	  never	  above	  4	  (slightly	  
unacceptable);	  farmers	  more	  on	  acceptable	  end	  (9-­‐10);	  ratings	  split	  either	  high	  or	  low	  end;	  
less	  values	  in	  5-­‐7	  range.	  
	  	  	  
	  
Graph	  8.	  Most	  responses	  say	  unacceptable;	  most	  environmentalists	  say	  unacceptable	  (1-­‐4),	  3	  
give	  it	  acceptable	  (7)	  rating;	  students	  have	  opposing	  ratings	  (mostly	  on	  1	  or	  7-­‐8).	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Q5:	  To	  what	  extent	  is	  it	  acceptable	  to	  cut	  trees	  to	  build	  factories?	  
	  In	  both	  countries	  there	  is	  a	  lower	  level	  of	  acceptability	  of	  cutting	  trees	  for	  factories.	  	  Brazilian	  farmers	  believe	  it	  is	  more	  acceptable	  to	  cut	  trees	  to	  build	  factories	  than	  United	  States	  farmers.	  
	  
	  
	  
Graph	  9.	  More	  people	  on	  unacceptable	  side:	  80%	  environmentalsts,	  50%	  of	  professors	  think	  
most	  unacceptable	  (1);	  farmers	  and	  two	  students	  on	  high	  acceptable	  end.	  	  
	  
Graph	  10.	  Most	  think	  it	  is	  unacceptable	  (no	  one	  went	  above	  8);	  most	  believe	  is	  unacceptable	  
(more	  than	  half	  1-­‐2	  as	  answer).	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Q6:	  To	  what	  extent	  is	  it	  acceptable	  to	  hunt	  and	  fish	  for	  sport?	  
	  Hunting	  and	  fishing	  for	  sport	  in	  Brazil	  is	  very	  unacceptable	  for	  every	  group	  while	  in	  the	  U.S.	  it	  is	  acceptable,	  especially	  for	  the	  U.S.	  farmer	  population.	  	  	  
	  	  
	  
Graph	  11.	  Very	  unacceptable	  for	  90%	  of	  farmers,	  70%	  of	  professors;	  students	  not	  as	  spread,	  
half	  gave	  1;	  environmentalists	  not	  on	  extreme	  1	  end	  as	  other	  groups.	  	  
	  
Graph	  12.	  More	  spread:	  no	  more	  than	  30%	  in	  any	  level	  of	  acceptability;	  farmers	  more	  
approving	  of	  hunting	  for	  fun	  (40%	  gave	  it	  7-­‐10).	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Q7:	  To	  what	  extent	  is	  it	  acceptable	  to	  use	  public	  land	  for	  personal	  use?	  
	  It	  is	  much	  more	  acceptable	  for	  groups	  in	  the	  U.S.	  to	  use	  pubic	  land	  for	  personal	  use	  than	  in	  Brazil.	  The	  U.S.	  farming	  group	  believes	  it	  is	  very	  acceptable.	  
	   	  
	  
Graph	  13.	  Less	  acceptable	  in	  all	  groups:	  especially	  professors	  where	  70%	  gave	  it	  a	  1;	  some	  
spread	  across	  board	  (environmentalists,	  farmers).	  	  
	  
Graph	  14.	  More	  acceptable	  for	  all	  groups,	  some	  professors	  and	  farmers	  against	  it	  strongly.	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
0	  1	  2	  
3	  4	  5	  
6	  7	  
1	   2	   3	   4	   5	   6	   7	   8	   9	   10	  Fr
equenc
y	  of	  rat
ing	  
Level	  of	  acceptability	  
BRAZIL	  
University	  professors	  University	  students	  Environmentalists	  Agricultural	  farmers	  
0	  1	  2	  
3	  4	  5	  
6	  7	  
1	   2	   3	   4	   5	   6	   7	   8	   9	   10	  Fr
equenc
y	  of	  rat
ing	  
Level	  of	  acceptability	  
UNITED	  STATES	  
University	  professors	  University	  students	  Environmentalists	  Agricultural	  farmers	  
	   22	  
Q8:	  To	  what	  extent	  is	  it	  acceptable	  to	  use	  national	  parks	  for	  personal	  use?	  	  In	  Brazil	  very	  many	  people	  ranked	  using	  national	  parks	  for	  personal	  use	  the	  most	  unacceptable	  action	  where	  in	  the	  U.S.	  opinions	  were	  less	  extreme	  and	  more	  spread	  out.	   	  
	  
Graph	  15.	  Unacceptable	  for	  all	  groups	  as	  half	  or	  more	  rate	  it	  at	  1;	  two	  farmers	  think	  
acceptable	  (9,10);	  highest	  amount	  of	  farmers	  and	  environmentalists	  are	  against.	  	  
	  
Graph	  16.	  Unaccepable	  (1-­‐2)	  for	  majority	  of	  responses;	  spread	  out	  as	  some	  farmers	  and	  
professors	  gave	  it	  a	  10;	  mode	  of	  students	  is	  5.	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Q9:	  To	  what	  extent	  is	  it	  acceptable	  to	  create	  preservation	  areas	  where	  no	  
humans	  are	  allowed?	  	  Most	  people	  in	  both	  countries	  believe	  it	  is	  very	  acceptable	  to	  create	  preservation	  areas	  where	  no	  humans	  are	  allowed.	  	  In	  Brazil,	  the	  majority	  of	  farmers	  viewed	  this	  as	  very	  unacceptable	  and	  in	  the	  U.S.	  professors	  also	  gave	  it	  a	  more	  unacceptable	  ranking.	  
	  
	  
Graph	  17.	  Unacceptable	  for	  famers	  60%	  gave	  it	  a	  1;	  acceptable	  for	  other	  groups	  70%	  students	  
(9),	  60%	  professors	  and	  environmentalists	  (10). 	  
	  
Graph	  18.	  Few	  people	  on	  the	  unacceptable	  end	  (professors	  and	  environmentalsts);	  high	  
numbers	  of	  acceptabitliy	  (8-­‐10).	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Interview	  Portuguese	  quotes	  are	  in	  italics	  and	  translated	  into	  English	  directly	  following	  the	  quotation.	  	  *Note:	  BP=	  Brazil	  professors,	  BS=	  Brazil	  students,	  BEN=	  Brazil	  environmentalists,	  BF=Brazil	  farmers,	  CP=	  U.S.	  professors,	  CS=	  U.S.	  students,	  CEN=	  U.S.	  environmentalists,	  CF=	  U.S.	  farmers.	  	  	  	  
Question	  1:	  What	  do	  you	  do?	  Why?	  Background	  info?	  Grew	  up	  in	  nature?	  
	   Brazil	  
	  
United	  States	  
	  
Professors	   “Desde criança ligado a natureza: 
boyscout, curso de agronomia” since I 
was little I have been tied to nature: boy 
scouts, agronomy class (BP1),2 
 
família rural rural family 
influence of parents 
 
“I am from Germany, there is not a lot of 
nature left, I didn’t grow up in that much 
nature” (CP3) 
 
 “grew up in nature, very rural 
/agricultural area” (CP2) 
Students	   grew up with animals, swim team (more 
encompassing) 
“desde criança” since I was little 
“I grew up camping, in the outdoors.  
Interested in how things work” (CS2) 
Environmenta
lists	  
“Desde criança gostava de me isolar na 
natureza, não consigo viver sem 
árvores, sociedade muito superficial” 
since I was little I have liked to be 
isolated in nature, I couldn’t live 
without trees, society is very superficial 
(BEN2) 
 
“rosa, fazenda, trilha” garden, farm, 
trail (BEN3) 
“I never travelled with my family but 
grew a passion for nature in my teenage 
years. Activist in Green Peace, and 
Rocky Flatts. Travel to Nicaragua and 
Soviet Union.” (CEN2) 
Farmers	   “Não estudei, só alfabetização” I did 
not study, just literacy. “Acostumado a  
morar aqui. Quero que os filhos saiam 
para for para estudar e ter vida melhor. 
Quero qualidade de vida melhor” I am 
accustomed to living here.  I want my 
children to leave to study and have a 
better life.  I want them to have a higher 
quality of life (BF4) 
 
“Amo esta terra. Quando pais queriam 
vender, não queria sair porque é seguro 
aqui, toda casa aberta e não tem 
roubo” I love this land. When my 
parents wanted to sell it, I did not want 
to leave because it is safe here, every 
house is unlocked and there is no theft 
(BF2) 
 
“Muitos filhos, muitos morrem jovens” 
many children, many die young 
 
I grew up farming 
 
“I married into this mess”, grew up on 
reservation (CF1) 
 
“I grew up in the mountains. My whole 
life I have enjoyed being outside.” (CF3) 
 
“We are accidental farmers. Wanted 
semi-large rural garden”  (CF5) 
 
“I am a fourth generation farmer. Family 
tradition” (CF6,10) 
 
“I have been gardening since 12 and 
loved it.” (CF9) 
	   25	  
Question	  2:	  Is	  nature	  important	  to	  you?	  Why?	  Do	  you	  love	  nature?	  Why?	  
	   Brazil	  
	  
United	  States	  
	  
Professors	   “Bem estar, beleza, tranquilo, calma, 
paz” good health, beauty, tranquility, 
calm, peace 
 
“Sobrevivência. Deixar coisas para 
nossos filhos” survival. Leave things for 
our children (BP1) 
 
“A forma romântica é belíssima.” In a 
romantic and beautiful form.  “o 
segredo para melhorar saúde” The 
secret for better health (BP2) 
 
“Sou natureza” I am nature (BP5) 
 
“Gosto do contato, do espirito” I like 
the contact, spirit (BP7) 
 
“Base de fornecimento, recursos” it is 
the foundation, resources (BP8) 
“I worship nature- it is the love of my 
life, fascinating” (CP5) 
 
“Nature is important to me because of 
when I saw my first son outside. He was 
normally crazy and hard to deal with but 
in nature he was patient and serene” 
(CP3) 
 
“Nature is important to be because it is 
fundamentally the medium through 
which we exist and live the cosmos. 
Things we continually evolve into and 
out of” (CP1) 
 
“Nature sparks creativity, put daily lives 
into perspective” (CP2). Simplicity, 
healthy, peaceful 
 
“Beautiful, complex, interesting, 
spiritual, intellectual connection” (CP4) 
Students	   “Não sei como explicar, paz, afinidade” 
I don’t know how to explain, peace, 
affinity (BS 7) 
 
“Liberdade, coisa divina, relaxar” 
freedom, divine thing, relax 
 
“Dependente dela”, refúgio, bonita I 
am dependent on her, refuge, pretty 
(BS9) 
 
“Nature is authentic” (CS1) 
 
“Nature is important because it provides 
services to everyone and everything. 
Everything comes from it, can’t sustain 
life on Earth without it.  I love it because 
it is beautiful and performs all services 
for free! (CS2) 
 
“Calming from the hustle and bustle” 
(CS3) 
 
“Beautiful, simple, balanced, not-biased, 
feel at home” (CS5) 
Environmenta
lists	  
“Natureza sou eu” Nature is me (BEN2) 
 
“Faço parte dela e ela faz parte de 
mim” I am part of her and she is part of 
me (BEN3) 
 
“própria sobrevivência” my own 
survival (BEN4) 
“I love nature, its so cool. Awe inspiring, 
governed by non-human generated 
power. Teach respect, forces outside of 
human control” (CEN1) 
 
“All things come from and rely on 
nature.  Including consciousness and 
peace of mind” (CEN3) 
Farmers	   “Linda, beleza” pretty, beauty (BF1) 
 
“Amo morar aqui. Nasceu, crescer 
aqui. Demais velho para mudar à 
cidade. gostaria que filhos ficassem 
para trabalhar na roça” I love living 
here. I was born, grew up here. I am too 
old to move to the city.  I would like my 
“Nature is important because humans 
have never surpassed its beauty, order, or 
sustainability. It is all we got” (CF 10) 
 
“Nature is important because it is a food 
source” (CF4) 
 
“Nature is important because it pays the 
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children to stay here to work in the 
plantation (BF3). Identidade identity 
 
bills. We are connected to it. I love 
nature because can’t separate it. It is 
beautiful, tastes and smells good” (CF8) 
 
“It is amazing what you can do from 
God’s little seed- it grows” (CF9) 
Question	  3:	  How	  do	  you	  define	  “wilderness”?	  (Feelings	  about	  it,	  where	  does	  it	  
exist?)	  How	  do	  you	  define	  “civilization”?	  (Feelings	  about	  it,	  where	  does	  it	  
exist?)	  
	   Brazil	  
	  
United	  States	  
	  
Professors	   “A civilização foi criado	  na natureza, 
não se pode separar” Civilization was 
made in nature, you cannot separate 
them. 
 
“Paradoxo: fonte de vida. Mais 
civilização= mais necessidade, prejuízo 
à natureza” A paradox: fountain of life. 
But civilization means more needs, and 
harm to nature. (BP1) 
 
“O conjunto de organismos que vivem 
em interação com a terra, rios, etc.” 
The collection of organisms that live in 
interaction with the land, rivers, etc. 
“comunidades urbanas reunidos com 
aspetos comuns” “urban communities 
united by common aspects” 
 (BP2)  
 
“Natureza intocada existe mas é raro” 
Untouched nature exists but it is rare. 
(BP7)  
 
“Deus sempre perdoa, homem às vezes, 
natureza sempre cobra” God always 
forgives, man sometimes, nature 
Always charges  (BP5) 
 
“Civilization: used to displace people, 
delegitimize people’s livelihood” (CP4) 
 
“Wilderness gives feeling of excitement 
with the unknown, fear, anticipation.  
Wilderness has quantum levels of 
existence because virtually infinite 
concept. Doesn’t exist presently because 
everyone owns something, if something 
is not man-made it is man affected” 
(CP1) 
 
“It’s destructive to see wilderness as 
pure for relationship with nature, 
problematic to forget wilderness is a 
social construction” (CP4) 
 
“Pure nature doesn’t exist, entire surface 
of earth is urbanized. Able to map and 
define everywhere.” (CP1) 
 
“I am worried that in order to feel 
refreshed people must invade these 
natural spaces- lost this in Europe a long 
time ago” (CP3) 
 
“wilderness- being alone/ apart in  a 
good way, separated from society” (CP2) 
Students	   Wilderness: “tudo o que o homem não 
tocava” Everything man did not touch 
(BS1) 
 
“Tudo o que é natural ou que o homen 
não toque, tudo que nos envolve e que 
não tem participação do homem, todo 
local que tem pouca interferência 
humana”, “indispensável” Everything 
natural that man did not touch. 
Everything that surrounds us that 
doesn’t have human participation. 
Everything that has little human 
interference. Indispensable. (BS5) 
“Wilderness: not populated or sparsely 
populated by humans. Nature able to 
maintain own ecosystem without input 
from humans. Civilization: large 
populations, concentrated but also tribes.  
Culture and communication (CS2) 
 
“Wilderness: can hike around and not 
see anyone for extended periods of time. 
Civilization: concrete jungle, negative 
feelings” (CS4) 
 
“Wilderness: step beyond national park, 
margins of world, survival, out of 
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Civilization: “forma correta, educada 
The correct and educated way (BS1), 
“consumo, mal não tão necessário” 
Consumerism, bad not so necessary 
(BS2) 
 
“Natureza é interação total da terra, 
homem incluído. Civilização é a 
capacidade do homem organizar 
sentindo o pensamento comum” Nature 
is total interaction of the Earth with 
humans included. Civilization is the 
capacity of man to organize feeling 
common thought (BS4) 
 
“Ironia civilização agora” Irony of 
civilization now (BS5) 
element. Civilization: organizations of 
human beings, pretentious, proper 
looking down on ancient civilizations” 
(CS5) 
 
“Wilderness has two definitions. Big W 
and little w. W is congressionally 
approved set aside for distinct purpose 
while w is an idea amorphous thing.” 
(CS8) 
Environmenta
lists	  
“Natureza- tudo, vida. Civilização é 
câncer da natureza, destruir, consumir” 
Nature- everything, life. Civilization is 
nature’s cancer, destroy, consume 
(BEN4) 
 
“Civilização não existe agora, pessoas 
ainda procuram” “Civilization is 
humans working together ideally, it 
doesn’t exist” 
 (BEN6) 
“Civilization occurred post agricultural 
revolution” (CEN7) 
 
“Wilderness is nature uninterrupted by 
anything other than dirt road. Comfort, 
sense of belonging, belief everything 
will be okay infinitely. Civilization is 
fucking shit. Walls. Anything that has to 
do with walls. Anywhere there are walls. 
Hatred, disgust, sadness, depression, 
small sense of hope” (CEN 3) 
 
“Wilderness: Roadless areas wildlife free 
to range, human settlers and structures 
not present. Rare. Civilization: latest 
stage of human advancement, for better 
or for worse. Mixed feelings.” (CEN2) 
 
“Wilderness natural areas untouched by 
humans, national park system.  Can’t 
mess with it. Positive. Civilization: 
human beings living in world, 
conquering.” (CEN4) 
Farmers	   “Não sei como definir, nunca conheci a 
civilização” I don’t know how to define, 
I never knew civilization (BF3) 
 
“Não tenho conceito da natureza” I 
don’t have a concept of nature. (BF1) 
“People don’t understand the thing in 
nature that will hurt them. Need to set 
rules to live with wildlife because we 
can’t live together” (CF4) 
 
“Civilization means the ability to 
survive” (CF4) 
 
 “Indians are more civil with the 
environment that modern people. Most 
people say cities when defining 
civilization but that’s not true” (CF1) 
 
“Wilderness is anywhere without many 
people” (CF3) 
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Question	  4:	  How	  often	  are	  you	  in	  nature	  for	  work/recreation?	  What	  do	  you	  
consider	  nature?	  	  
	   Brazil	  
	  
United	  States	  
	  
Professors	   “Sempre, fim de semana” Always, 
weekends. (BP1) 
 
1/15 dias 1/15 days (BP4) 
 
“2 vezes por semana” 2 times per week 
(BP7) 
 
“Trabalhar, fazenda” work, farm 
“Everything is nature or built from 
nature- we made everything from what 
the earth already had (CP4) 
 
“Everyday I take a 30 min walk/hike in 
nature to retain sanity, this can be just on 
the creek path or a trail” (CP3) 
Students	   “Não têm muita interação para os 
estudantes” There isn’t much 
interaction for the students (BS1) 
 
“Para relaxar, caminhar, ir à praia” to 
relax, hike, beach 
“In nature everyday, wilderness 1-2 
times per year” (CS2) 
 
“Once a week try to go sit by creek, go 
to park, go hike” (CS5) 
Environmenta
lists	  
“Todos os dias- comer, conexão 
espiritual, harmonia” Every day- eat, 
connection, spiritual, harmony (BEN2) 
 
“1/semana” 1/week (BEN5) 
“It is impossible at this point in history 
to be in nature and protect nature 
simultaneously” (CEN 3) 
 
“I am not in nature enough, I can’t be in 
it when work to protect it (CEN2) 
Farmers	   “Sempre” Always Everyday (CF1) 
Question	  5:	  What	  problems	  do	  you	  have	  in	  your	  personal	  life	  related	  to	  
nature?	  
	   Brazil	  
	  
United	  States	  
	  
Professors	   “Problemas surgem das pessoas 
criados pelo próprio homem” Problems 
come from the people created by man 
himself (BP1) 
 
“Não tenho. Triste ver áreas naturais 
diminuindo” I don’t have any. It is sad 
to see natural areas disappearing. (BP6) 
 
Lixo, polução, desmatamento (BP4) 
 
nenhuma 
“I believe food and land are very 
connected- there is a weak cultural 
identity on food and health but the US 
has an identity on “cookery” (CP1) 
 
“Allergies, weather” (CP2) 
Students	   “Poluição, praia-lixo” Pollution, trash 
on the beach (BS1,2) 
 
“Chove- encosta ou não chove- falta de 
àgua” Rain- or no rain (BP3) 
“As an engineer work will be exploiting 
natural resources, how to do this in 
respectable way?” (CS2) 
 
“Not able to get out in it enough” 
(CS3,5) 
 
“Belief that humans are fucking with the 
whole thing. We think we’re so great but 
we’ve killed ½ of life. Making it harder 
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for life on Earth. Mother nature will win 
and humans will be forced to change or 
die.” (CS5) 
 
“Can’t take long shower, feel guilty. 
Ethics” (CS7) 
Environmenta
lists	  
“Mosquitos, chuva” flies, rain (BEN3) 
 
“Concentração da vida cultural nas 
grande cidades. Preciso de cultura e 
arte que só está lá.” Concentration of 
cultural life that is in big cities.  I need 
culture and art and it is only there 
(BEN5) 
 
“Problemas causados pelas pessoas” 
Problems caused by humans themselves. 
(BEN7) 
“I dislike how you can’t get to nature 
without driving” (CEN1) 
Farmers	   “Chuva, difícil sair, falta energia”, 
preciso de um banheiro. Rain, difficult 
to go out, no energy. I need a bathroom. 
(BF1) 
 
“Demais dificuldades de morar aqui- 
andar na lama, vender em Urusucu (1 
dia para chegar)” Too many difficulties 
living here- walking in mud, selling in 
Urusucu (1 day to arrive) (BF2) 
 
“A àgua era limpa e havia muito mais 
diferentes pessoas desviando para usar 
então agora tem muito menos. culpa do 
próprio homem” Water was clean and 
there were many different people 
diverting it so now there is much less.  It 
is the humans own fault (BF 5) 
 
“Prairie dogs! They kill so much growth 
and serve no utility” (CF4) 
 
“Dought, flood” (CF7) 
Question 6: How do you think humans interact with nature right now? Do you think 
it is a good or bad interaction? 
	   Brazil 
 
United	  States	  
	  
Professors	   “Não respeitam, jogam lixo” Don’t 
respect, throw trash (BP1) 
 
“Forma de ganhar dinheiro” A way of 
making money (BP2) 
 
“Depende da geração. Crianças- 
preservar, pais-explorar, avós-
sobreviver” Depends on the generation.  
Children-preserve, parents-explore, 
grandparents- survive (BP3) 
 
 
“Virtually. My son thinks the virtual 
world is way better. Nature cannot 
compete” “Nature is separate thing to be 
experienced in leisure time.” (CP1) 
 
“It differs. In general well but some 
people are destroying nature which is 
bad” (CP2) 
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Students	   “Beneficio próprio, só retirar” own 
benefit, only taking away(BS1) 
 
“Muito pouco” very little (BS2) 
 
“Horrível, péssima, uso abusivo” 
horrible, heavy, abusive use (BS3) 
 
“Extraindo da natureza, consumo, 
sociedade capitalista quer mais que a 
natureza oferece” extracting from 
nature, consuming, capitalist society 
wants more than nature offers (BS5) 
“Nature is an escape from our own 
reality- an illusion. Everything we wear, 
eat, use is from nature. Reality is 
everything is nature. Have isolated 
ourselves mentally and physically from 
nature” (CS5)  
 
“Nature is seen as a ‘vacay’ spot.  
Interact with it as a separate entity” 
(CS1) 
 
“Good, bust most people I know use 
nature as an escape. People in Peru 
sustain life, spiritual with nature.” (CS3) 
 
“Depends on what part of the world. US 
and Colorado people appreciate it more. 
In less developed world rely on nature 
vs. pay for it” (CS8) 
 
Environmenta
lists	  
Crescimento, monoteísmo e civilização 
causam desconexão com a natureza. 
Agora nova religião é a ciência” 
‘Cortar árvore que não dá fruta’” 
Growth of monotheism and civilization 
caused a disconnection with nature. 
Now the new religion is Science. ‘Cut a 
tree that does not bear fruit’ (BEN5) 
 
“Cultura em que tudo é descartável 
(relações, bolsas plásticas, etc) precisa 
de cultura de cuidar (coisas, pessoas, 
vida)” Culture of things being 
disposable (relationships, plastic bags, 
etc.) Need a culture of caring (things, 
people, life) (BEN2) 
 
“Hábitos de consumo, perdem conexão 
com a natureza pós-industrial” 
Consumer habits, lost connection with 
nature post-industrial (EN2) 
 
“Índio- harmonicamente mas urbanos 
com medo, perdem conhecimento da 
mata porque não gostam” Indian- 
harmony but urban people with fear, lost 
knowledge of forest because didn’t like 
it (BEN8) 
“Exploiting, raping, garbage can, infinite 
toy” (CEN3) 
Improving- people are caring more 
 
“Roughly, dominant paradigm industrial 
civilization” (CEN2) 
Farmers	   “Histórias se perdem e valores se 
perdem” Losing history you lose values. 
 
“Este ano foi ilegal bater em seu filho- 
agora eles não vão aprender.  Não 
respeitam a seus pais e jogam lixo 
quando os pais disseram que não.” This 
month it was made illegal to beat your 
“We subdue nature, or have the 
perception that we do, which is bad” 
(CF6) 
 
“Not enough people interact with it, 
hunters are into conservation because in 
nature all the time” (CF1). 
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kid- now they won’t learn. Disrespect 
their parents and throw trash even when 
parents tell them not to. (BF6) 
 
“Aqui respeitoso” here respectfully 
(BF1) 
“Disrespect. Use natural resources, 
overpopulation, unsustainable society” 
(CF3) 
 
“Extractive. Makes nature more 
resilient” (CF7) 
Question	  7:	  What	  local	  changes	  do	  you	  believe	  can	  be	  made	  to	  improve	  the	  
human-­‐nature	  relationship?	  	  Who	  does	  this	  suggestion	  benefit?	  
	   Brazil	  
	  
United	  States	  
	  
Professors	   “Politicas públicas, mudanças de 
hábitos” public politics, habit changes 
(BP1)  
 
“Investir em educação, regras rígidas” 
preservar natureza para que quando os 
humanos realizarem como é importante, 
ainda existe” invest in education, strict 
rules. Preserve nature so that when 
humans realize how important it is it 
still exists (BP2) 
 
“Educação formal e familiar” public 
and private education (BP4) 
 
Reciclagem, diminuir carros, população 
recycle, reduce cars, population 
 
“Trabalhar com crianças e estudantes, 
dizer a verdade. Ler mais, escrever 
mais, cultura de leitura.  10-12 anos 
curiosos, interessados mas 18+ anos 
não interessados, não têm perguntas” I 
work with children and students, to tell 
you the truth. Read more, write more, 
lecture culture. Children 10-12 years old 
are curious and interested but above 18 
years old there are not interested, they 
don’t have questions. (BP10) 
 
Todos beneficiaram we all benefit 
“The U.S. is done, we need to tread 
lightly but can’t tell the rest of the world 
no” (CP3) 
 
“In Norway, kids play outside. Need an 
integration in K-12 education that 
doesn’t treat nature as a separate entity 
but as part of life.” (CP1) 
 
“More communities in U.S. become 
more like Boulder with opportunities to 
walk/bike with shrubs and stream for 
physical and mental health” (CP3) 
 
“Problematic to think of nature as pure 
and protect it but need to set aside land 
because it is so important and we may no 
longer have it” (CP4) 
 
“Greater monetary incentives” (CP9) 
Students	   “Politicas publicas” public politics 
(BS2) 
 
“Resposta rápida, educação na 
escolar” Rapid response, school 
education (BS3) 
 
“Mudança cultural” Cultural change 
(BS7) 
 
“Áreas de preservação, educação 
ambiental, explorar com controle, 
mundo total” Preservation areas, 
environmental education, explore with 
“Better access to nature and cheaper 
because not everyone can afford to pay 
for national parks” (CS1) 
 
“Set aside land to not be exploited, 
exploit land you do in sustainable 
manner, regulation, research” (CS2) 
 
“It has to be bigger than local, need big 
scale changes.  Get involved in 
ecological restoration, plat native 
grasses, facilitate natural ecosystems” 
(CS5) 
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control, the entire world (BS8) “Make the effects of actions more 
visible, right in front of people, urban 
gardening (relearning how to use spaces 
to produce what we need), benefit all 
people” (CS10) 
Environmenta
lists	  
“Que homem realiza que é parte da 
natureza” That man realizes he is part 
of nature (BEN2) 
 
“Mudar as pessoas de miséria das 
cidades para retornar ao campo.  
Organizar localmente, governo mais 
educado, autoconsumo do país.” Take 
some miserable people from the cities 
back to the rural villages that are 
organized locally with facilities. Down 
with hierarchy of people (eg. Doctors 
are “better” yet the people that clean the 
surgery room are just as important). 
More organized government, pay people 
to take care of nature.  (BEN5) 
 
“Crianças, educação” children, 
education (BEN3) 
 
 
“I realized that over time education of 
ecology helped.  I grew up seeing 
humans and nature as separate but now I 
believe they are one in the same thing” 
(CEN8) 
 
A solution to human-nature problem 
would be an epidemic to wipe out ¾ of 
population or more. We will eventually 
be flushed out by Gaia (CEN9) 
 
“Children brought to nature to not fear 
it” (CEN1) 
 
“Bring nature into civilization” (CEN3) 
 
“Jaded and embittered- tried 15 yrs to 
educate youth and develop nature 
education integrated with no progress.  
Need environmentally literate, aware 
people” (CEN5) 
Farmers	   “Dependem dela para viver. As pessoas 
de fora necessitam parar de derrubar 
árvores porque estão derrubando eles 
mesmos” depend on her to live.  People 
outside need to stop destroying trees 
because they are destroying themselves 
(BF1) 
 
“Educação escolar. Estrada primeira 
necessidade, saúde pública.” School 
education. Street is the first need. Public 
health. (BF4) 
 
“Motivação para manter plantas é para 
manter a nascente. Meu pai cortava 
tudo e a nascente quase parou. Se não 
foi necessário para manter, eu 
cortaria.” Motivation for maintaining 
plants is to maintain the spring.  My 
father cut everything and the spring 
stopped.  If it wasn’t necessary to 
maintain I would cut it too (BF2) 
 
 
“Culture must change to improve 
human-nature relationship. It is hard to 
see the interconnectedness” (CF8) 
 
“Buy local” (CF2) 
 
“More school gardens, human 
experience” (CF5) 
 
“Cultural change- hard to see the 
interconnectedness of humans and 
nature. Education” (CF8) 
 
“More knowledge and education” 
(CF10) 
Question	  8:	  Are	  humans	  or	  nature	  more	  important?	  Or	  neither?	  
	   Brazil	  
	  
United	  States	  
	  
Professors	   “Temos que dançar com a natureza- ir 
em torno de uma montanha contra 
“I value people’s development more than 
trees” (CP4) 
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através dela” We need to dance with 
nature- go around a mountain versus 
through it (BP 2) 
 
“Os dois, fazemos parte da natureza” 
Both, we are part of nature (BP1) 
 
“Natureza. O planeta vai continuar 
existindo sem humanos” Nature. The 
planet will continue without humans 
(BP3) 
 
“Natureza é a fonte” Nature is the 
source (BP6) 
 
“Se tira os humanos/civilização da 
natureza tem um buraco.  Se pensa em 
qualquer objeto e esse objeto com um 
buraco é diferente.  Civilização foi 
criado EM natureza, não se pode 
separar” If you take away humans to 
preserve nature, you don’t have nature 
anymore. You have nature without an 
aspect of it which is humans” (BP2) 	  
 
“We are nature. We are made of carbon 
like it. Deep and energetic connection. 
As nature goes we go” (CP1) 
 
“Taking out humans is like cutting off an 
arm- we are part of nature. The planet 
doesn’t need us while we need the 
planet. Life will begin again with some 
cyanobacteria” (CP3) 
 
“People- life is unique. But both are 
valuable. Biggest problem is population 
growth” (CP10) 
Students	    “Seres humanos mas não vivem sem 
ela” Humans but we would not live 
without her (BS9) 
 
“A natureza é um grande mosaico. 
Natureza sem homem não tem ninguém 
para perceber a natureza. Não tem o 
conceito da natureza” nature is a grand 
mosaic. Nature without man does not 
have anyone to perceive it.  It does not 
have the concept of nature (BS4) 
 
“Natureza porque ela estava antes que 
os humanos chegaram” Nature because 
she was here before humans arrived 
(BS1)  
 
“Ela sobreviveria sem nós” She would 
survive without us (BS6) 
 
“Iguais, somos parte do ciclo” Equal, 
we are part of the cycle (BS7) 
“Humans are more important because I 
am a human” (CS4) 
 
“I care about humans, nature can go on 
without humans.”(CS 3) 
 
“Don’t let you ego get so big you forget 
where you came from” “nature is more 
important because we came from it, are a 
part of it. We’re arbitrary” (CS7) 
 
“Humans are part of nature. Nature is 
more important because it benefits 
humans more than humans benefit it” 
(CS5) 
Environmenta
lists	  
“Humanos estão dentro da natureza, 
complemento parte” Humans are inside 
of nature, a complementary part (BEN6) 
 
“Somos todos um” we are all one (EN 
7)  
 
“Seres humanos são parte mas no 
momento de doença” Human beings are 
“Nature is more important. We are an 
expression of nature- the source of the 
expression is always more important 
than the expression itself” (CEN3) 
  
“Nature. Will take care of humans if 
we’re supposed to be part of the mix” 
(CEN2) 
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part of it but at the moment a sickness  
(BEN 9) 
“It doesn’t matter whether humans or 
nature are more important. Ultimately 
humans will die nature will go into 
perpetuity unless large-scale changes can 
be made. Nature>humans” (CEN5) 
 
“We’re the same thing” (CEN6) 
Farmers	   “Tudo é natureza” Everything is nature 
(BF1) 
“Nature is most important because we 
are part of nature” (CF3) 
 
“You can’t have fulfilled humans 
without nature and you can’t have nature 
without humans. They fulfill each other” 
(CF 10) 
 
“A human is more important than a tree 
because humans have intellect while 
nature has only intuition” (CF2) 
 
“Humans are the supreme race.  I am 
Christian and in the Bible it says that 
God will provide for humans.  We 
should train all wild animals” (CF4) 
 
“Humans will ultimately prevail because 
human beings are more important in 
completing the circle back to God” 
(CF5) 
 
“I don’t want to be ruled by the laws of 
nature. Humans must transcend nature. 
Compassion and forgiveness are beyond 
nature” (Malthusian argument?) (CF5) 
 
“Nature. Its not selfish, allows for 
fairness between all living things.  
Humans put themselves higher but a 
balance must be made like past native 
populations did” (CS6) 
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Analysis	  
Survey	  
There is a tendency for Brazilians to choose the more extreme ends of the scale (1 
or 10) and for people in the United States to choose a middle value such as 5.  The Likert 
Scale seems to be less common in Brazil as many people were unfamiliar with it and I 
had to explain the scale more in depth to interviewees in Brazil compared to the United 
States.  Participants sometimes struggled with choosing one number value for certain 
questions because a variation in factors would change their acceptability rating.  For 
example, relevant to the acceptability of cutting down trees, one interviewee said it could 
vary depending on if these trees are in a new growth forest or old growth forest or if the 
trees were in the United States or the Amazon.  There was also the issue of people feeling 
inclined to respond a particular way due to social construction. For example, participants 
responding that it is unacceptable to hunt in a national park because it is illegal, relying 
on legal definitions of acceptability versus their personal beliefs.   
It was common for interviewees from Colorado, especially farmers, to rely on the 
law for the acceptability of the action in question in the survey.  A couple farmers 
responded, “there would be laws if it was bad, then I would be against it” (CF1) and “it is 
not acceptable if it is not legal” (CF9).  In contrast, in Brazil, there was a large criticism 
of the environmental laws in the country that are rarely enforced.  This brings up the 
question, is it necessary to have strict laws for society not to degrade nature? However, 
with strict laws do people stop paying attention or looking deeper into why the law was 
created (eg. preventing environmental degradation) and simply obey a law because it is a 
law?  Is that okay if it means less people cut down trees?  Professor Chiapetti described 
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the issue of progressive environmental laws in Brazil that are not followed by describing 
the history of the country.  He explained that after liberation from their military 
dictatorship, the Brazilian people wanted to create strong laws because they had no 
political power before.  Thus advanced laws were created while a large amount of the 
country still lives with basic needs unmet that can conflict with environmental priorities.  
The dictatorship could also explain why people in Brazil never mentioned using the law 
to justify whether or not something was acceptable.  The citizens are happy to be free of 
the oppressive laws that they were forced to follow in the past and may not have agreed 
with. 
In general, for all of the survey questions, students both in Colorado and Bahia 
were the most spread out groups on every question.  Most other socio-cultural groups 
tended to cluster on a few number values together, like environmentalists tending to be 
on the lower acceptability end.  This could be because students are younger and their 
opinions are less established.  Or it is evidence of a new environmental consciousness 
learned from contact with other countries and cultures where the "American model" has 
been adopted by different parts of the world. 
Acceptability	  of	  cutting	  trees	  for	  different	  purposes	  
Participants in Bahia rated cutting trees for tourism as much more acceptable in 
comparison to other reasons for cutting trees rivaled to Coloradoans.  A trail seems less 
invasive than building roads and tourism is also very important for the Brazilian economy 
so people may have justified cutting trees because of this.  An interesting contradiction 
that emerged was the higher acceptability of cutting down trees for roads and agriculture 
in the U.S., where it is much less necessary compared to Brazil because there are ample 
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roads and land cleared for agriculture already in the United States. Yet in Brazil, while 
there is more native forest that has not been cut down, there was less acceptability of 
Brazil respondents for these actions.  Brazilians may have been against the actions of 
cutting trees for agriculture and roads as a representation of “development” by rating 
these actions unacceptable.  People in the U.S. may have had the mindset that these 
actions were acceptable in order to achieve their standard of development because there 
are so many roads currently so it seems that is has already been decided roads are 
necessary and if trees need to be cut down to do so this is acceptable. 
 Participants in Brazil, especially farmers, believed cutting trees to build houses 
was more acceptable.  The farming community I visited in Barrocão built their own 
houses from wood in the surrounding area, so cutting trees to build houses was most 
likely much more acceptable because it is a reality and necessity for them.  In contrast, 
cutting trees for factories was rated very low for both countries.  This may be due to the 
stigma against factories that people have as they symbolize “civilization” and 
“development” in a negative light. 
Acceptability	  of	  hunting	  and	  personal	  use	  of	  public	  land	  and	  national	  parks	  
The individualistic society of the United States versus the more collectivist 
society of Brazil is a possible explanation for the tendency of Brazilians to be more 
against using public land or national parks for personal use and against hunting and 
fishing for sport (Lu, 2011).  In the United States there is the mindset of “the freedom to 
do anything” that people use to justify different actions with.  The acceptability of people 
in Colorado towards these activities could also be explained, however, by the greater 
organization and programs implemented for these activities.  The concept of national 
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parks much more established and positive in the U.S. and hunting and fishing permits are 
attainable depending on the season.  There is additionally a program by Boulder Open 
Space that allows the use of public land for farming.  The higher acceptability of hunting 
and fishing in the U.S. may also be a sign of privilege in the U.S. of hunting and fishing 
for sport.  
Acceptability	  of	  preservation	  areas	  
More people in Colorado mentioned social and Environmental Justice4, 
particularly professors and environmentalists, who were more against preservation areas 
where no humans are allowed.  This is interesting because this issue is less relevant in the 
United States than in Brazil.  These findings challenge the Northern and Southern 
Environmentalism distinctions that propose that Northern Environmentalists idealize and 
separate humans from nature when in Colorado, more participants considered both 
inseparable and thus believed humans should not be restricted from nature.  Farmers in 
Barrocão are an example of individuals in Brazil who suffer direct negative effects of a 
preservation area nearby where they can no longer hunt or cut down trees to build their 
homes.  These famers said things like, “It is illegal to cut tress, but how are you supposed 
to build a house here?”(BF1) and “It is illegal to hunt but what if you need to?” (BF4).   
Yet despite this strong relevance to Bahia region, all of the environmentalists but one in 
Brazil were highly in favor of preservation areas for parks where no humans are allowed.  
In both Colorado and Bahia most people lowered their answer greatly when asked 
how their acceptability of preservation areas would change if natives had to be displaced 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, 
national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies (EPA). 
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in the process.  Yet there were a few environmentalists in Brazil that kept their 
acceptability rating high saying they still think natives should be moved because all 
human contact must be eliminated to create certain preservation areas.  Is this because 
there is a less environmental social justice in Brazil?  Or is it easier for people to say they 
disapprove in the U.S. but if they actually had to make the decision they would maybe 
make the parks and displace the native populations?  The difference could also be 
because the Northern Environmentalist concept of the national park is new to Brazil so 
people think it is acceptable because they haven’t seen the negative consequences in 
practice. 
In the U.S., some professors and environmentalists spoke of the rights of native 
peoples to stay and take care of the land instead of being forced to move.  I believe this 
was a result of these individuals viewing nature and humans as inextricably linked. In 
Colorado, people said things like, “There need to be exceptions for native people, no 
matter how old the park is, for hunting/fishing/ farming in national parks” (CP4) and “It 
is better if native people live in parks and gently use the land so it is used for multiple 
things (CP3).  One professor said, “I agree with Muir in that everything is connected. 
You can’t separate people from the land even in the name of protection. Separating the 
two like they are different is dangerous paradigm. Do we bar ourselves from ourselves?” 
(CP1).  
Interview	  
Intrinsic	  vs.	  extrinsic	  value	  of	  nature	  
The interview responses allowed for a deeper analysis of the variances between 
social groups and countries.  All eight groups expressed value in the utility of nature and/ 
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or valued nature for its intrinsic value.  Utility ranged from people believing “nature is 
important because it is a food source” (CF4) to “nature is important to me because my 
son was normally crazy and hard to deal with but in nature he was patient and serene” 
(CP3).  Others described the importance and their love for nature because nature is 
beautiful, calm, authentic, and spiritual.   
An extreme love of nature can be seen in both Colorado and Brazil interviewees.  
In Colorado, one man said, “I worship nature- it is the love of my life, it is fascinating” 
(CP5).  In Bahia, there was a strong internal and inseparable love of nature from the 
family farmers.  Most farmers said amo a natureza “I love nature” and were unable to 
define “nature” because they could not separate it from themselves.  It would be like 
asking someone who had lived their entire life in a city to define what a city is without 
being able to compare it to any other environment.  Common words used to describe why 
people loved nature was, inexplicável-unexplainable, bem estar-well being, liberdade-
freedom, beleza-beauty, tranquilo-tranquil calma-calm, and paz-peace.  
In Colorado, most farmers were in nature most days of the week and loved nature 
for its utility.  The other groups who expressed a deep extrinsic love of nature were 
individuals not in nature that often.  These people averaged being in nature around 1-2 
times per week and loved nature because of the recreational opportunities such as hiking, 
climbing, camping, and personal enjoyment.  Many U.S. students talked about using 
nature as an escape from society and all the problems and chaos in urban life.  One 
student commented, “Nature is an escape from our own reality- an illusion. Everything 
we wear, eat, and use is from nature. The reality is, everything is nature. We have 
isolated ourselves mentally and physically from nature” (CS5).  Brazilian students also 
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spoke of the use of nature as a place to get away and find peace, yet Brazilians in general 
considered nature in much broader terms than those in the U.S.  Brazilians described 
enjoying nature through being outside such as going to the beach or swimming versus the 
narrower only hiking and camping discussed my most Colorado interviewees. 
For some U.S. environmentalists really involved in environmental protection, they 
believed that you can’t protect nature and be in it same time.  On man said, “it is 
impossible at this point in history to be in nature and protect nature simultaneously” 
(CEN3).  CEN2 said, “I am not in nature enough, I can’t be in it when work to protect it.”  
It is sad that in order to protect something they love they cannot enjoy and experience the 
value of what they are protecting.   This also demonstrates that these individuals do not 
consider nature simply a tree or walking outside in the fresh air but a more isolated nature 
that they do not have to time to travel to. 
Conceptions	  of	  “wilderness”	  and	  “civilization” 
The definition of wilderness in both countries was similar in that many people 
classified it as “untouched” or by “minimal human activity.”  Wilderness as a concept 
gave feelings of excitement with the unknown, fears, and anticipation (CP1) that were 
positive in Colorado.  There was the distinction in the U.S. between big ‘W’ and little ‘w’ 
wilderness. “’W’ is congressionally approved set aside for distinct purpose while ‘w’ is 
an idea, an amorphous thing” (CS8).  CP4 also recognized the social construction of 
wilderness.  There was a greater definition of “wilderness” as untouched in Brazil 
students than U.S. students.  The majority of students in Brazil said things like 
“everything man didn’t touch”, “everything that is natural”, “everything that surrounds us 
that doesn’t have the participation of man” and “everything local that has little human 
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influence.”  The idea of “wilderness” is very strong in Brazil as represented by these 
responses, especially because the word “nature” instead of more specific “wild nature” 
still resulted in descriptions of untouched nature.  It also supports the idea that the word 
natureza nature was the appropriate term to parallel to “wilderness” in Brazil.  
Often, those who described “wilderness” positively described “civilization” 
negatively.  On the extreme end was an environmentalist saying, “Civilization is fucking 
shit. Walls. Anything that has to do with walls. Anywhere there are walls. Hatred, 
disgust, sadness, depression, and a small sense of hope” (CEN3).  Another professor 
expressed, “civilization is what is used to displace people and delegitimize people’s 
livelihood” (CP4).  In Brazil, this paradox also existed describing civilization as 
“consumerist, bad, a cancer.”  One environmentalist said, “civilization is people working 
together ideally, which doesn’t exist” (BEN7).  This polarization of wilderness and 
civilization along with the idealization of nature seems problematic.  A German professor 
commented on this saying, “I am worried that in order to feel refreshed people must 
invade these natural spaces- we lost this in Europe a long time ago” (CP3).  She said 
there was not much nature left in Germany to grow up in, so she doesn’t really idealize it.  
Her fear can be seen in how many U.S. participants only considered nature to be natural 
areas farther removed from human society. 
Other interviewees saw “civilization” as humans post agricultural boom or as one 
student in Brazil stated, “civilization is indispensable, it is the correct and educated form” 
(BS2).  A farmer in Colorado said, “people don’t understand the thing in nature that will 
hurt them. Need to set rules to live with wildlife because we can’t live together” and 
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“civilization means the ability to survive” (CF4).  These people viewed civilization as 
positive and places humans as more important than nature. 
A few people in the U.S. mentioned that civilization includes all collections of 
people including tribes and perhaps, “Indians are more civil with the environment that 
modern people” (BF1).  This was interesting because Brazilian farmers struggled to 
define “civilization” because they said, “I never knew it” yet people in the U.S. are 
defining them as part of civilization.  Many people in farming community did not 
knowing where they were born, the number of siblings they had, how many were still 
alive, and treated dogs very poorly, which some would say are signs of uncivilized 
people.  However, a large reason people loved their community was because there was no 
theft or violence and they took care of the land well.  Some would say is a sign of highly 
civilized people.  
Christianity	  and	  dominion 
The theme of Christianity and the domination of man over other life forms 
resulting in anthropocentric views emerged during interviews.  An environmentalist I 
interviewed in Brazil strongly tied Christianity to the degradation of nature.  She 
referenced how the Bible states, “man was made by God to use the earth/be the owner” 
and “to cut down a tree that does not bear fruit.”  She spoke of the increase of 
monotheism causing a disconnection with nature.  Beliefs in dominion related to religion 
were apparent in multiple Colorado farmers who placed humans above nature.  This can 
be seen by the following examples: “Humans are the supreme race.  I am Christian and in 
the Bible it says that God will provide for humans. We should train all wild animals” 
(CF4) and “Humans will ultimately prevail because human beings are more important in 
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completing the circle back to God.”  One farmer commented on this mindset, “we subdue 
nature, or have the perception that we do, which is bad” (CF6).  The value given to 
humans over nature was not present at all in Brazilian farmers who unanimously believed 
that “everything is nature.” 
Brazilian farmers, despite loving nature, said there were many difficulties with 
living in nature.  Many said they would buy so many things if they could such as a 
dishwasher or laundry machine.  Yet, this would actually cause more degradation of the 
very natural environment they love.  By getting all these developments there may be a 
loss of culture and tradition, yet it is wrong to deny people the opportunity to improve 
their quality of life. 
One of the family farmers in Brazil, an older man of seventy years said, “This 
month it was made illegal to beat your kid- now they won’t learn. They will disrespect 
their parents and throw trash even when parents tell them not to” (BF7).  This begins to 
talk about losing history and losing values in the farming community.  It also begins a 
discussion on whether direct effects are necessary in order for people to make changes.  
An example of this is another farmer in Brazil who keeps a lot of the trees by his house 
because he has a spring there.  His father clear-cut everything and the spring dried up so 
he let the vegetation grow back to shade the spring and have access to clean water. 
Solutions	  to	  human-­‐nature	  relationship 
The small-scale solutions given by interviewees from Brazil compared to the U.S. 
differed, yet the large-scale suggestions were the same. Specific to the United States, 
there were recommendations focused on less consumption, bringing nature back into life 
with better accessibility to natural areas, ecological restoration, greater monetary 
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incentives, and having environmental effects be more visible.  This is applicable for a 
country that has developed almost every piece of land and already has semi-successful 
environmental regulations driven by economic incentives (such as cap and trade policies).  
In Brazil, the small-scale action focus was on trash collection, pollution reduction (car 
pooling, using cars less), recycling, and public politics (rigid rules).  Farmers in Barrocão 
spoke of the difficulties with heavy rain destroying their only road for transportation, a 
long muddy twenty-mile path.  These solutions are relevant to a country, like Brazil, that 
has less established environmental policies and infrastructure put in place.  Furthermore, 
these solutions demonstrate the closer relationship seen between humans and nature in 
Brazil.  
There was undisputed agreement by all groups that environmental education, 
especially of children, is very important.  Brazilians expressed the need to invest in 
education, both private (at home) and public (at school).  A Colorado professor spoke of 
outdoor education in Norway where kids are required to play outside.  CE8 said, “I grew 
up seeing humans and nature as separate but now I believe they are one in the same 
thing,” because the education of ecology helped him to love nature.  Most people in both 
Brazil and the U.S. have been interacting with nature since they were a child and went on 
trips with their family growing up.  This could be evidence that people need to be 
integrated into nature early on, especially through their family to value nature.  
Cultural change was also recommended multiple times by individuals from both 
countries and varying socio-cultural groups.  One Brazilian environmentalist mentioned 
the culture of “disposability” as leading to environmental degradation. This concept was 
also described by Van Jones in a TED talk on the injustices of plastic (Jones,	  Van.	  TED	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talks.	  Nov	  2010.	  “The	  economic	  injustice	  of	  plastic”).  Both Jones and the Brazilian 
environmentalist describe how everything is seen as disposable in human society 
including relationships, plastic bottles, shoes, and people.  This results in the 
consumption and disposal of a variety of things leading to trash and consumerism, which 
fuel economic degradation. 
There were people in the Colorado that thought there was no solution to the 
degradation of the natural environment by humans and adopted a view of doom.  A 
couple U.S. environmentalists said, “a solution to the human-nature problem would be an 
epidemic to wipe out ¾ of population or more.  We will eventually be flushed out by 
Gaia” (CEN9) and “it doesn’t matter whether humans or nature are more important 
because ultimately, humans will die and nature will go into perpetuity unless large-scale 
changes can be made. Nature is greater than humans” (CEN5).  These pessimistic views 
were only seen in these two U.S. environmentalists.    
Humans	  or	  nature	  more	  important 
The majority of people answered that nature is more important than humans, 
separating the two. This is seen with the quotes, “nature benefits humans more than 
humans benefit nature” (CS6) and “nature is more important because it is not selfish” 
(CS5).  Many participants in both places, especially Brazilian students, said nature is 
more important because it will continue even if humans die.  This touches upon the false 
reliance that nature will always auto-regenerate when humans have degraded natural 
areas.  This viewpoint could be dangerous if used to justify environmental degradation 
through the belief nature is always resilient.  
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In contrast to these perspectives, there were also people that put nature above 
humans but believed nature and humans were the same thing.  Individuals with this 
perspective were from Colorado and Bahia.  CEN3 said, “nature is more important. We 
are an expression of nature- the source of the expression is always more important than 
the expression itself.” A Colorado farmer said, “you can’t have fulfilled humans without 
nature and you can’t have nature without humans. They fulfill each other” (CF 10).  This 
same sentiment was expressed in some Brazilians who agreed with the concept, 
“civilization was made in nature, you cannot separate the two.”  A notable quote was, 
“Nature is a giant mosaic.  Nature without humans has no one to perceive nature thus you 
don’t have the concept of nature” (BS5). 
Anthropocentrism, where humans are placed as much more important, was mostly 
seen in U.S. farmers who said, “a human is more important than a tree because humans 
have intellect while nature has only intuition” (CF2). “I don’t want to be ruled by the 
laws of nature. Humans must transcend nature. Compassion and forgiveness are beyond 
nature” (CF5).  There were also two students in Colorado and one student in Brazil that 
believed humans were more important “because I am a human.”  A professor in Colorado 
said, “I value people’s development more than trees” (CP4).  Farmers from Colorado 
separated humans from nature despite working in nature almost every day like the 
farmers in Bahia who could not separate themselves from nature at all.  This could be 
because the integration of the Brazilian farmers is much more intense.  They explained 
how they are in nature “always” versus “every day” and are in more isolated 
environments.  This could also simply be a significant difference of culture in the U.S. 
compared to Brazil. 
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Conclusion	  
All across social groups and countries, individuals described the same reasons for 
valuing and loving nature.  There was the intrinsic love of nature for its beauty and the 
extrinsic importance of nature as a food source.  In Bahia, participants tended to consider 
interactions with nature as a much broader concept while in the United States interactions 
in nature were more limited to specifically going on hikes or camping outdoors.  Hiking 
and camping is more popular in the United States, especially in area like Colorado that 
has forests and open space available for human recreation.  The more integrated view of 
nature and humans by Brazilians generally led to greater conservationist perspectives in 
which Brazilians rated environmentally degrading actions as less acceptable in the survey 
than comparable groups from the United States.  Brazilians showed stronger opinions 
against cutting down trees for factories, roads, houses, or agriculture, using national parks 
and public land for personal use, and hunting and fishing for sport.   
Farmers in Brazil continued to be a group whose ratings of acceptability were 
inconsistent with the other Brazil groups.  Farmers had the most different lifestyles 
compared to the other participants and rated cutting trees for houses as acceptable and 
fencing off preservation areas as very unacceptable.  They did not see any separation 
between themselves and their natural surroundings.  In comparison, farmers in the United 
States had a generally anthropocentric view of believing humans were superior to other 
life forms while in Brazil farmers were unable to separate themselves from their natural 
environment.  Despite how both these groups spend the most time in nature comparable 
to other groups, the separation of humans and nature by farmers in Colorado supports the 
Northern Environmentalist separation of the two. 
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However, distinctions between Brazil and United States attitudes towards 
“wilderness” in relation to Northern and Southern Environmentalism begin to disband 
with the other three social groups.  Similar to the famers in Bahia, professors and 
environmentalists in Colorado both held perspectives related to social justice where they 
were concerned about the quality of life of people in relation to their rights to accessing 
land in national parks or preservation areas for sustenance.  Similarities in attitudes 
between the socio-cultural groups instead of nationality also begin to arise. Students in 
both countries used nature as “an escape” and an area to take rest.  Students in general 
were the socio-cultural group to separate humans and nature the most, perhaps because as 
part of the younger generation they are growing up in a more developed and urbanized 
world than the other groups.  Environmentalists in both countries were the group to have 
the most conservationist perspectives, which is not surprising because that is their 
occupation.   
 Understanding the similarities and differences in perspectives of different groups 
is extremely important in the creation and implementation of effective environmental 
policies to receive input from the widest possible number of people.  In short, 
environmental decision-making should be made bearing in mind the different 
perspectives of certain groups and differing established views of nature in both countries.  
In Brazil, stricter enforced environmental regulations should be created that are better 
aligned with what the general public considers as environmentally degrading actions.  
Policies need to be created in the most democratic way possible in order for everyone to 
feel like they have a voice and agrees with the policies that are made.  This is especially 
important in allowing citizens to feel part of the law making process that was not possible 
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in the past with their dictatorship.  In the United States, the tradeoff between economic 
gain and environmental pain need to be more balanced.  
The issue of nature preservation areas and whether or not to allow natives to stay 
within such areas becomes currently relevant through the discussion of Serra do Conduru 
State Park, which borders the community of Barrocão.  There are two opposing views 
about the park with environmentalists on one hand and the local communities such as 
Barrocão on the other.  A more preservationist environmental vision in support of natural 
parks is that "an area of land is so degraded that no human contact is allowable for plants 
to fully regenerate” (CEN 4). In contrast, others in the local community believe that 
people like the farmers from Barrocão, who have lived nearby the park for multiple 
generations, have the absolute right to continue to live there and use the natural resources 
there.  A Brazilian environmentalist that was interviewed crystalized this view for me, 
using the model of Chapada da Diamantina, a national park located seven hours from 
Serra Grande, in which native people are allowed to stay within and maintain the park.  
These natives offer rental rooms in their homes for tourists backpacking in the area and 
have a vested interest in maintaining nature.  A Colorado student supports this claim 
saying, “Being an environmentalist does not mean not using the land, it means using it in 
a sustainable way” (CS10).  In support of the argument that it is necessary to experience 
direct effects to make environmental changes, what better population than these farmers 
who depend on the health of the land for their survival? 
Practices of indigenous and traditional societies create an excellent model for a 
simple and sustainable lifestyle. They do not separate nature from humans and the areas 
where they live generally are the most preserved forest (Diegues, 2000). The mental 
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separation of humans from nature is an incorrect view that results in increased 
degradation of nature because it is seen as a separate distant entity that humans have no 
benefit from maintaining. This view is perpetuated by the physical separation of 
traditional communities from nature in national parks, especially those who have lived 
for centuries protecting and sustaining this land. 
 
Recommendations	  for	  Further	  Work	  
My study was unique in that there was no base line study I could use to replicate 
mine off of.  I had to create the survey and interview questions from scratch.  As a result, 
my study can be improved in numerous ways after learning from the fist run of the study.  
The study could have been larger by encompassing more interviewees from more diverse 
socio-cultural groups.  This would allow for more data to see if what I collected simply 
represented trends of a small sample size or would be supported by responses from many 
more participants.  Only looking at the regions of northern Colorado and southern Bahia, 
although unique locations to compare, only represent a small portion of the large 
countries that the United States and Brazil are.  It is difficult to accurately extrapolate 
from one region to make generalizations about an entire country.   
It would be better to have more constant survey and interview questions for all of 
the groups to allow for more consistency.  As it was the first time carrying out this study, 
I was constantly editing or changing the questions to be the most relevant to the group I 
was asking.  I also added a few follow-up questions to the surveys and interviews part 
way through because I wanted to explore particular things more in depth.  It may also 
improve the study to eliminate the Likert Scale for the survey and instead ask people to 
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respond yes or no to if something is wilderness answering different statements such as “a 
public park”, “your backyard”, “somewhere you are hiking on a dirt trail.”  Finally, my 
study asked a variety of questions and was a great way to get insight into multiple 
different environmental topics but minimizing the amount of questions with more 
focused inquiries would have created a more focused study. 
My idealistic recommendations for tailoring possible environmental solutions are 
inspired by the solutions given my participants in my research.  The greatest 
recommendation to me personally was working on a cultural shift among all involved 
groups.  This would start with valuing environmental education and integrating it into K-
12 schooling.  Equally as important is changing the concept of disposability.  All peoples 
no matter their countries need to shift towards believing that nothing is truly disposable 
and everything has value.  This would reduce unnecessary consumption and 
unsustainable trash degrading the environment.   
A cultural shift can come about via small actions that change habits on a small-
scale level in local areas to have people “think globally but act locally”.  Humans are 
creatures of habit and once a good habit is created it is easy to maintain it.  Time, effort, 
and education can help make large changes through small adaptions.  In Itacaré, I was 
able to see how a small action can impact children’s perspectives.   When I was there I 
worked with a local elementary school to organize a day for a beach cleanup where fifty 
kids helped me and a few other students from CU pick-up trash on the beach.  I had 
several children come up to me telling me how glad they were to pick up trash and how 
next time they are on the beach they will continue to do the same. 
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There is a race between human awareness of the ecology of the planet and 
unnecessary human over-consumption. This requires a paradigm cultural shift.  In 
regards, to the specific groups I researched, since Brazil and U.S. students often use 
nature as escape from urban stress and congestion, it is important for these groups to 
recognize the necessity of preserving nature as a human resource.  Brazilian farmers had 
many quality of life needs that conflict with ecological conservation, both are important 
and need to be met in the most sustainable way possible.  In contrast, U.S. farmers need 
to value nature more than just a platform for agribusiness providing low cost food.  It 
would be valuable for Brazilian professors to think more about environmental social 
justice like the U.S. professors did when taking into account environmental decisions.  
Idealistically, I would like U.S. environmentalists who write government policy to spend 
more time in nature to enjoy what they are working so hard to protect.  In regards to 
Brazil environmentalists, it is imperative to be aware of the difference in Northern and 
Southern environmentalism and not just to immediately adopt a U.S. model of national 
parks without necessary cultural revisions. 
 Additional future studies should take into account age or other more specific 
quantitative data to complete statistical tests.  In addition, a study could be completed 
where half the participants watch a video describing the human and nature connectivity 
and half do not.  These individuals are asked the same questions about environmentally 
degrading decisions to see if understanding humans and nature as interconnected more 
deeply may result in less environmentally degrading opinions.  A deeper study into the 
affect of the time spent in nature, specifically as a child, affecting environmentally related 
habits (such as recycling, water use, etc.) would be interesting.  This could be even more 
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specific to the type of activities these people perform, like contrasting how someone 
growing up backpacking in nature or four wheeling in nature would affect how they treat 
it.  Lastly, the cultural comparisons could be expanded into comparing more countries 
that are considered to have Northern and Southern Environmentalism.  For example 
contrasting Finland (Northern) and Peru (Southern) among other countries to see if there 
are consistencies with this study.  There is an incredible amount of research that is still 
necessary to make significant conclusions on this topic.  This study serves as a unique 
and one of the first comparative studies on “wilderness” of its kind that can be used as a 
very basic template and starting point to be used to develop different projects to continue 
investigation on the topic. 
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Appendix	  
Figure	  1	  
Inquérito 
Por favor, classifique se os diferentes tipos de interações com a natureza são mais 
aceitáveis ou menos aceitáveis circundando um número em uma escala de 1 a 10: (sendo 
10 o mais aceitável e 1 sendo o mais inaceitável). 
 
o Derrubar floresta para construção de estradas  
 
o Derrubar floresta para fazer trilhas para fins de turismo 
 
o Derrubar floresta para contruir habitações 
 
o Derrubar floresta para a agricultura 
 
o Derriubar floresta para construir as fábricas 
 
o Caça / pesca para recreação? Para alimentação? 
 
o Caça / pesca / agricultura em terras públicas para uso pessoal 
 
o Caça / pesca / agricultura em parques naturais para uso pessoal 
 
o Escolhas de terras para fins de preservação (sem humanos). Nativos? 
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Perguntas da entrevista  
1. Que é seu trabalho? Que é seu formação? Porque escolheu este trabalho?  
2. Para você é a natureza importante? Por que? 
3. Quando começou a interagir com a natureza? Atividades/ esportes? Por que gosta 
da natureza? (relaxar, exercitar, beleza, comida) 
4. Como você definiria o termo “natureza"? Como você definiria o termo 
"civilização"?  
5. Com que frequência você está em meio à natureza como parte do seu trabalho? E 
para recreação?  
6. Como você acha que os seres humanos interagem com a natureza nos dias de 
hoje? Por que? Você acha que essa é uma interação boa ou ruim?  
7. Quais os problemas relacionados com a natureza que você tem na sua vida 
pessoal?  
8. Que mudanças locais você acredita que podem ser feitas para melhorar a relação 
homem-natureza? Quem se beneficiaria dessas mudanças? 
9. O que você considera mais importante: os seres humanos ou a natureza? Ou 
nenhum dos dois? 
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Figure	  2	  
Survey  
Please rank the different types of interactions with nature by determining what is 
acceptable and what is unacceptable to you on a scale of 1 to 10: (10 being most 
acceptable and 1 being least acceptable).  
 
o Cutting trees to build roads  
 
o Cutting trees to make trails for tourism  
 
o Cutting trees for housing 
 
o Cutting trees for agriculture 
 
o Cutting trees for factories 
 
o Hunting/ fishing for sport? For food? 
 
o Hunting/ fishing/ farming on public land for personal use  
 
o Hunting/ fishing/ farming in national parks for personal use 
 
 
o Fencing off land for preservation purposes (no humans allowed). Natives? 
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Interview questions  
 
1. What do you do? Why? Background info? Grew up in nature? 
2. Is nature important to you? Why? 
3. How do you define “wilderness”? (Feelings about it, where does it exist?) How do 
you define “civilization”? (Feelings about it, where does it exist?) 
4. How often are you in nature for work/recreation? What do you consider nature? 
5. What problems do you have in your personal life related to nature? 
6. How do you think humans interact with nature right now? Do you think it is a 
good or bad interaction? 
7. What local changes do you believe can be made to improve the human-nature 
relationship?  Who does this suggestion benefit? 
8. Are humans or nature more important? Or neither? 
	  
	  
Figure	  3	  
Interview Questions asked in Barrocão 
I asked more relevant questions to the community after my original interview questions 
greatly confused the first interviewee.  The new questions were: 
 
1. Who is in your family?  
2. How long have you lived here?  
3. How do you build a home?  
4. What do your parents do for work? What do you do?  
5. Did you go to school, how long?  
6. Do you like living here, why?  
7. What are some natural difficulties you face living here? Government difficulties?  
8. Are you happy living here, why? Do you or did you want to move?  
9. Define “city.” Where do you buy things?  
10. What do you do for fun?  
11. Do you receive environmental education, from whom?  
12. What is your greatest need? 
	  
	  
Figure	  4	  
Photocopies of surveys and interviews from research participants 
Bahia photocopies followed by Colorado photocopies in order from first to last of 
professors, students, environmentalists and farmers. 
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